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FROM HARRIMAN AND VANCE 

SUBJECT: FULL REPORT — OCTOBER 26 MEETING 

1. WE MET WITH XUAN THUY AND HA VAN LAU FOR FIVE HOURS 
OCTOBER 26 AT THEIR SITE IN LE VESINET. SAME PERSONS 
PARTICIPATED ON BOTH SIDES AS AT LAST MEETING. 

2. WE OPENED BY DELIVERING THE FOLLOWING PREPARED 
STATEMENT: 

"AT OUR LAST MEETING WE WERE UNABLE TO RESOLVE THE 
ISSUES REMAINING BETWEEN US. WE HAVE GIVEN CAREFUL THOUGHT 
TO THEM SINCE WE LAST MET. 

"DESPITE OUR VIEW THAT IT WOULD BE WISER NOT TO HAVE A 
WRITTEN DOCUMENT, YOU HAVE SPOKEN OF THE 
DESIRABILITY OF AN AGREED SECRET MINUTE. WE HAVE 
RELUCTANTLY PROCEEDED ON THAT BASIS. IN OUR DISCUSSION 
AT THE LAST MEETING WE CONSIDERED VARIOUS ALTERNATIVE 
PHRASING. WE ARE PREPARED, THERFORE, IF WE REACH AGREEMENT 
ON ALL POINTS OF SUBSTANCE AND WORDING, TO CONCUR IN 
A SECRET MINUTE. IF YOU AGREE TO THE PROPOSALS I WILL 
MAKE, I WILL REPORT THEM IMMEDIATELY TO MY GOVERNMENT FOR 
FINAL AUTHORIZATION AND WILL THEN INFORM YOU AT ONCE. 

"TO BE PRECISE, I WISH TO TABLE THE TEXT OF THE FIRST 
PARAGRAPH OF SUCH A MINUTE AS FOLLOWS: 

•ON THE BASIS OF OUR DISCUSSIONS, THE US WILL STOP 
ALL AIR, NAVAL AND ARTILLERY BOMBARDMENT AND ALL OTHER 
ACTS INVOLVING THE USE OF FORCE AGAINST THE ENTIRE 

TERRITORY OF THE DRV AS OF (DATE) AT-GMT.* 

"AT THE LAST MEETING WE ALSO DISCUSSED THE TEXT OF 
THE PROPOSED AGREED MINUTE CONCERNING THE MEETING AFTER 
THE CESSATION OF BOMBING AND THE PARTICIPATION THEREIN. 
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!I NOW WISH TO TABLE A DRAFT PARAGRAPH, AS FOLLOWS: * 

! »IT IS AGREED THAT A MEETING TO FIND A PEACEFUL 
!SETTLEMENT TO THE VIET-NAM PROBLEM WILL BE HELD IN PARIS 
ON NOVEMBER 2, 1968. THE US HAS INDICATED THAT THE 
REPUBLIC OF VIET-NAM WILL BE PRESENT, AND THE DRV HAS 
INDICATED THAT THE NLF WILL BE PRESENT." 

3. THUY ASKED WHAT THE DIFFERENCE WAS BETWEEN THE DRAFT 

i WE WERE TABLING TODAY AND OUR PROPOSALS AT THE LAST MEETING 
'WE SAID THERE WAS NO SUBSTANTIVE CHANGE ALTHOUGH THERE , 
WERE SOME CHANGES IN WORDING. THUY SAID THAT WE HAD 
DELETED THE WORD "SUBSTANCE" AND THE WORD "REPRESENTATIVES. 
WE SUGGESTED THAT WE DISCUSS OUR PROPOSAL PARAGRAPH-BY¬ 
PARAGRAPH FOLLOWING THE SAME PROCEDURE AS AT THE LAST 
MEETING. THUY AGREED. 

4. THUY SAID, AT OUR PREVIOUS MEETING THE QUESTION OF 
USING THE WORD "UNCONDITIONAL" OR "WITHOUT CONDITION" 

HAD BEEN DISCUSSED. 

THUY SAID EITHER TERM WOULD DO BUT HE 

NOTED THAT THERE WAS NO SUCH REFERENCE IN OUR PROPOSAL. 

WE REPLIED THAT THE LANGUAGE WE HAD GIVEN THUY WAS CLEAR. 

WE SAID WE HAD DISCUSSED IN DETAIL THE QUESTION OF CONDI¬ 
TIONS AND OTHER MATTERS. THE PHRASE, "ON THE BASIS OF OUR 
DISCUSSION, ETC.," INCLUDES ATTITUDES EXPRESSED BY THEM 
AS WELL AS ATTITUDES EXPRESSED BY US AT THESE MEETINGS. 

WE THINK THAT IT WOULD BE CONFUSING IF WE ATTEMPTED TO 
DEFINE THEM IN WRITING. THE US WILL BE TAKING THE FIRST 
ACT AND OUR ACTION WILL BE DEFINITE. ONE OF OUR PROBLEMS 
IS THAT WE HAVE DIFFICULTY AGREEING ON WORDS BUT, FOR OUR 
PART, WE THINK WE HAVE UNDERSTOOD EACH OTHER. THE LANGUAGE 
WE HAD JUST PROPSED WAS WHAT WE CAN PUT INTO A MINUTE 
IF WE CAN AGREE ON.A MINUTE. 

5. THUY SAID HE DID NOT THINK THAT THE PHRASE, "ON THE 
BASIS OF OUR DISCUSSIONS," WAS VERY CLEAR BECAUSE THE TWO 
SAIDES HAVE MET PRIVATELY MANY TIMES. SOMETIMES THERE WAS 
AGREEMENT; SOMETIMES THERE WAS NOT. THE DRV IS WILLING 

TO ACCEPT EITHER THE WORDS "UNCONDITIONAL" OR "WITHOUT 
CONDITION". THUY SAID THAT HE WANTED TO REPEAT WHAT HE 
HAD SAID PREVIOUSLY THAT THE MINUTE IS CONFIDENTIAL AND 
NOT TO BE MADE PUBLIC. 

6. WE ANSWERED THAT WE DID NOT SEE THE NECESSITY TO EXPRESS 
OUR ACTIONS BY WORDS. WE WILL ACT AND WE DO NOT SEE THE 
NECESSITY OF PUTTING WORDS IN OUR MOUTH. THEY HAD ASKED 

US TO ANNOUNCE THE CESSATION OF BOMBING AND WE WOULD DO 
SO IF THE BOMBING IS STOPPED. THUY SAID IT IS THE DRV 
SIDE WHICH IS SURPRISED BY THE FACT THAT WE HAVE ACCEPTED 
THAT THE CESSATION OF BOMBING BE UNCONDITIONAL OR WITH¬ 
OUT CONDITION AND YET WE REFUSE TO PUT THIS DOWN IN 
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WRITING. WE SAID "CONDITION" IS A VERY BROAD e« 

HaSe AGREED TO MEET AT A SET TIME, AND ™E DR^SIDE HAS 
AGREED TO HAVE SERIOUS TALKS. WE D °N T £°N S * DE ^ ™ E rnM<?Tr>FR 
CONDITIONS ALTHOUGH A NUMBER OF OTHER P E °£ LE M , IGHT c0N * jA ^- H 

THEM SO. WE HAVE TOLD THE , D j* V T 5 I ?S v T nffJ tpt^STATEMENT 
NOT USE THE WORD CONDITIONAL IN ANY OFFICIAL STATEMENT 

OF OUR GOVERNMENT. THUY SAID T ^T THE VERY FACT THAT 

SOME PEOPLE MIGHT CONSIDER AGREEMENT ON A FIXED DATE FOR 
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SUBJECT: FULL REPORT--OCTOBER 26 MEETING 


THE BEGINNING OF SERIOUS TALKS AS CONDITIONAL, ^THOUGH 
WE DO NOT, IS WHY IT IS ALL THE MORE IMPORTANT THAT 
IT BE PUT IN WRITING SO THAT THERE CAN BE NO MISUNDER- 
' STANDING BETWEEN 08 AND OTHERS. WE REPLIED WE DID NOT 

WANT TO HAVE ANY CONFUSIONS AND POINTED OUT THAT THE MINUTE 
MIGHT BECOME PULBIC SOMEDAY. THUY SAID THERE WOULD BE 
NO CONFUSION AT ALL BECAUSE WE OURSELVES HAD SAID THAT THE 
CESSATION OF BOMBING WOULD BE WITHOUT CONDITION. 






7 WE SUGEESTED THAT WE MOVE ON TO THE NEXT ITEM IF WE 
COULD NOT AGREE ON THIS ONE. THUY SAID OUR SECOND POINT 
WAS NO DIFFERENT FROM THE PREVIOUS MEETING AND HE FELT 
THAT THE DRV’S POSITION AT THAT MEETING HAD BEEN MORE 
REASONALBE. THAT IS TO SAY, THE US WOULD NOT MENTION TWO 
SIDES AND THE DRV WOULD NOT MENTION FOUR PARTIES. INSTEAD 
THE MINUTE WOULD SIMPLY NAME THE FOUR PARTICIPANTS. WE 
ASKED THUY IF HE HAD ANY DISAGREEMENT WITH US ON THE FIRST 
SENTENCE. THUY SUGGESTED THAT FOR THE SAKE OF CLARITY 
IN LANGUAGE, HE PROPOSED THAT WE EITHER DELATE THE PHRASE 
"IT IS AGREED" OR THAT WE ADD BEFOREHAND THE PHRASE "ON 
'THE BASIS OF OUR DISCUSSIONS". WE SAID WE HAD NO DIF¬ 
FICULTY WITH THUY’S SUGGESTED ADDITION. 


8. THUY SAID HE COULD NOT AGREE TO THE OTHER SENTENCES 
IN OUR PROPOSAL ON THE QUESTION OF PARTICIPATION. THE 
DRV POSITION IS THAT THE SENTENCE SHOULD READ, "THIS 
MEETING WILL INCLUDE THE DRV, THE NLF, THE US AND THE RVN"• 

WE REPLIED THAT OUR PHRASING WAS DESIGNED TO EXPLAIN HOW 
IT COMES ABOUT THAT THE NLF AND GVN WILL BE PRESENT.'WE DON’T 
KNOW THAT THE NLF WILL BE THERE EXCEPT THAT YOU WILLj^ELl^US, AND 
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VICE VERSA. OUR LANGUAGE STATES A FACT AND AN IMPORTANT ONJ^T THAT 
THUY SAID HE DID NOT THINK THIS WAS THE QUESTION. THE 
• QUESTION IS WHO WILL BE THE PARTICIPANTS IN THE CONFERENCE. 

'' AS FOR HOW AND WHY THEY ARE PRESENT, THUY SAID, THAT IS 
A QUESTION OF INVITATION AND PROCEDURE. WE THEN SUG- 
W&K-. GESTED THAT WE COULD COMBINE THE TWO IDEAS BY 
4W ADDING THE TWO FOLLOWING SENTENCES TO OUR PROPOSAL: 

"ACCORDINGLY THE MEETING WILL INCLUDE REPRESENTATIVES 
; - r ';j OF THE RVN, US, DRV AND NLF. THE FOREGOING IN NO WAY 
IMPLIES RECOGNITION OF THOSE REPRESENTED AT THE 
MEETING." 
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9. THUY SAID THAT WE WERE JUST MAKING THE PROPOSAL 
MORE COMPLICATED. WE DISAGREED SAYING THAT THE PROPOSAL 
NOW INCLUDED BOTH OF OUR IDEAS. THUY SfiiD IT WOULD BE 
DIFFICULT TO AGREE TO THE NEW FORMULATION.WE ASKED 
HIM WHAT THE PROBLEM WAS. THUY REPLIED THAT WE WERE 
COMPLICATING MATTERS BY RAISING THE QUESTION OF RECOGNITION. 
WE ASKED THUY IF THIS WAS HIS ONLY OBJECTION. HE SAID 

NO, HE WAS JUST RAISING THIS FIRST. THUY SUGGESTED THAT 
WE AGREE ON THE FIRST AND THIRD SENTENCES AND DELETE THE 
SECOND AND FOURTH ONES. WE SAID WE COULD NOT AGREE TO 
THAT. THUY THEN ASKED US IF WE WERE WILLING TO DELETE 
THE LAST SENTENCE AND WE REPLIED THATlWE WOULD BE WILLING 
TO DROP IT IF WE COULD AGREE ON THE INCLUSION OF THE FIRST 
THREE. THIS TYPE OF EXCHANGE CONTINUED, AND FINALLY THUY 
SIAD HE WANTED TO REFLECT FURTHER ON THIS POINT AND HE 
SUGGESTED THAT WE RETURN TO PARAGRAPH I OF AGREED MINUTE. 

10. WE SAID THAT WE FELT WE HAD SAID ALL THAT WE COULD 
ON THE QUSTION OF INCLUDING THE TERM "UNCONDITIONAL* OR 
"WITHOUT CONDITION" IN THE AGREED MINUTE. THUY SAID HE 
HAD ANOTHER PROPOSAL. THE DRV HAS PROPOSED " UNCONDITIONAL 
AND THE US HAS USED THE TER*"WITHOUT CONDITIONS." WE 
REPLIED THAT WE HAD NEVER PROPOSED IT BE PUT IN A 
MINUTE. THUY SID THE US SIDE HAS ACCEPTED IN SUBSTANCE 
THAT THE CESSATION WILL BE UNCONDITIONAL OR WITHOUT 
CONDITION, THERFORE THUY SUGGESTED THE FOLLOWING SENTENCE 
COULD BE ADDED: "IN SUBSTANCE, THUS CESSATION OF BOPBING 
IS WITHOUT CONDITION." WE REPLIED THAT THIS JUST FURTHER 
COMPLICATED MATTERS AND SHOWED HOW HARD IT WAS TO REACH 
AGREEMBNTON WORDS. THUY SAID THAT HE DID NOT THINK THIS 
WOULD COMPLICATE THINGS BECAUSE THE DRV SIDE WAS USING 
WORDS THAT HAVE BEEN USED IN OUR PREVIOUS MEETINGS. THUY 
WANTED TO USE A WORD THAT WAS EASY FOR THE US 

TO ACCEPT. - . 
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11* WE SAID THAT THIS JUST FURTHER UNDERLINED THE 

TUAT^rur^ IN EIND ING WORDS WHICH WE COULD AGREE UPON. LAU SAID 
THAT THE DRV*S ORIGINAL INTENTION WAS TO PUT THE PHRASE 

-WITHOUT CONDITION" IN THE FIRST SENTENCE. BUT IN 

TO TAKE INTO CONSIDERATION THE US VIEW, THE DRV WOULD 

AGREE TO ADDING A SEO*0> SENTENCE TO THE EFFECT THAT THE 

CASSATION IS IN SUBSTANCE WIHOUT CONDITION. WE SAID WE r 

COULD NOT ACCEPT THAT AND POINTED OUT THAT IT 

DTFFE^S 1 ^ J?,T A ?S E ?„ 0N rt A M * TTER IN SUBSTANCE AND QUITE 
THAT E uf N uAe° rnHI *Jt IN WORDS. THUY REPEATED HIS CONTENTION 

JUST USING WORDS THAT WE HAD USED IN THE PAST 4 
AND IF WE THOUGHT HE WAS USING THEM IN AN UNSATISFACTORY 

£ ER * E nTn U unT P u2r 0SE ° UR 0WN LANGUAGE * WE SAID 
™ A J DID N0 * re 1* r US AT ALL, THE DISCUSSION WE 

WERE HAVING AT THAT VERY MOMENT, NAMELY TRYING TO GET 
WORDS TO WHICH BOTH SIDES AGREED, WAS THE VERY REASON WHY 

MINMTF S ANn E ?If?r A I 5! E BEGINNING T0 DO WITHOUT AN AGREED 

LET ACTI0NS SPEAK FOR THEMSELVES. 

AT THE POINT, WE RECESSED BRIEFLY. 
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12. AFTER THE RECESS, WE SAID THAT SINCE WE HAD NOT BEEN 
ABLE TO AGREE ON THE LANGUAGE OF A MINUTE, WE WOULD LIKE 
TO MAKE A STATEMENT. WE SAID: 

"IN THESE WEEKS OF DISCUSSION, WE HAVE MADE A MEASURE 
OF PROGRESS. WHAT WE HAVE FINALLY ARRIVED AT IS AS FOLLOWS: 
FIRST, THE UNITED STATES CAN STOP ALL BOMBARDMENT AND ALL 
OTHER ACTS INVOLVING THE USE OF FORCE AGAINST THE ENTIRE 
TERRITORY OF THE DRV; SECOND, THERE CAN BE A MEETING 
PROMPTLY IN PARIS TO SEEK A PEACEFUL SETTLEMENT OF THE 
VIET-NAM PROBLEM. AT THAT MEETING THERE WILL BE PRESENT 
REPRESENTATIVES OF THE DRV, NLF, THE RVN AND THE US. 

"HOWEVER, THERE ARE PROBLEMS WHICH ARE PREVENTING 
THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE TWO ACTIONS WHICH I HAVE JUST 
MENTIONED. THEY ARE, FIRST, THE QUESTION OF THE INTERVAL 
BETWEEN THE TWO ACTIONS, NAMELY, THE DATE OF CESSATION OF 
BOMBARDMENTS PRIOR TO THE DATE OF THE FIRST MEETING; 

AND SECOND HOW WE DESCRIBE THE ACTIONS THAT EACH OF US 


WILL TAKE. 

"AS WE HAVE PREVIOUSLY SAID, WE DO NOT BELIEVE THE 
PROBLEM OF FINDING WORDS SHOULD BLOCK US FROM ACHIEVING 
THE RESULT THAT BOTH OF US DESIRE. IN REALITY, THE ACTIONS 


rfHICH EACH OF US WILL TAKE ARE WHAT IS IMPORTANT. 

"WE HAVE BECOME BOGGED DOWN WITH THE PROBLEM OF WORDS 
BECAUSE YOU HAVE INSISTED UPON A SECRET MINUTE. AS WE 
EXAMINED THE POSSIBILITY OF SUCH A MINUTE, IT HAS BECOME 
APPARENT THAT THE PROBLEM OF WORDS HAS CREATED THE VERY 
5IFFICULTY THAT WE SPOKE ABOUT. 

"AT A PREVIOUS MEETING WE EXPRESSED OUR PREFERENCE 
ro DO AWAY WITH THE MINUTE. WE SAID AND WE STILL 
BELIEVE THAT ACTIONS WILL SPEAK LOUDER THAN WORDS. 

BY THIS WE MEAN THAT THE ACTIONS WE COULD TAKE WOULD BE 
:LEARLY VISIBLE AND, IN FACT, WE WOULD BE TAKING THE FIRST 
STEP. 
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: ___ ™ EREFGRE » * SUGGEST THAT YOU WITHDRAW YOUR DEMAND r 
'nr R LmDn5 GR Tf D ^ MINUTE * THAT WOULD SET ASIDE THE PROBLEM 

: nNF W ?«nr irT^SSI WERE D0NE » THERE w0ULD REMAIN ONLY 

' : tp E l.c S SS S^2f EEN US AND THAT IS THE QUESTION OF TIMING. 

* F WE ^ N ao, E |°1™ E m THAT ISSUE IN DISCUSSIONS HERE NOW, WE 

m£H^ D BE ABLE T0 M0VE FORWARD TOWARDS A PEACEFUL SETTLE- 
n& nj § 

"namely, we are preapred to make a specific 

- AND CONCRETE PROPOSAL TO RESOLVE THIS PROBLEM. 

««■« AM AUTHORIZED TO INFORM YOU THAT THE US IS PREPARED 

I F/ec- S n? P p/?orr B 2 1 I IB iSE2 E !! T AND ALL 0THE R ACTS INVOLVING THE 
’ n?Tnnro F ?a C ?T AG 5 INST THE ENTIRE TERRITORY OF THE DRV ON 
: S£ T ? B 5L4? AT 1600 GMT » IF Y0U AGREE T0 THE CONVENING 
: ° F A ” EETING IN PARIS °N NOVEMBER 2 AT 0930 GMT. AT THE 
” EET J!J G WOULD BE PRESENT REPRESENTATIVES OF THE DRV, NLF, 

; „ "I WOULD LIKE TO PROPOSE, THEREFORE, THAT WE AGREE 

TO DISPENSE WITH THE NEED FOR A MINUTE AND PROCEED TO A 
EJ S £ U S2 I 2 N 0F THIS CONCRETE AND SPECIFIC PROPOSAL ON 

Mi PARTi 

t5c ™H Y c .?!£ L . I , ED THAT FR0M THE OUTSET OF OUR CONVERSATIONS 
™ E SIDE HAD SAID THAT IT CAME TO PARIS WITH GOODWILL 

«ru£ R . I ,°H S INTENT IN ORDER TO FIND A PEACEFUL SETTLEMENT 

it KLnJS*’™? PROBLEM AND IT HAS REPEATEDLY SAID THAT 
IT EXPECTED THE SAME GOODWILL FROM THE UNITED STATES, 

H0W E V ER , IN THE COURSE OF A NUMBER OF PRIVATE MEETINGS, 

THE DRV HAS FOUND IT DIFFICULT TO UNDERSTAND THAT THERE 

HAVE BEEN POINTS AGREED UPON BY THE TWO SIDES ON WHICH 

AY MEETINGS THE US SIDE SAID WE ARE NOT AGREED. 

b?t2fpF?,J? I ?2I5.55 A J0INT COMMUNIQUE IS A NORMAL PROCEDURE 
BETWEEN TWO INDIVIDUALS OR TWO PARTIES IN AN INTER- 

N «I I 2 N ^ L CONFERENCE. THERE IS NOTHING STRANGE ABOUT IT 
AND THE MINUTE WOULD BE BASED ON MUTUAL AGREEMENT WITH 

!J E i THER SIDE FORCING THE OTHER TO ACCEPT ANYTHING IT DOES 
JOT WANT TO ACCEPT. REGARDING THE FIRST PARAGRAPH IN 
CONNECTION WITH THE CESSATION OF BOMBING, HE HAD PROPOSED 
LANGUAGE USING WORDS THAT THE US HAD USED BEFORE. THE 
US SIDE HAD USED THE PHRASE "IN SUBSTANCE". AS FOR THE 
BfCOND POINT, EACH SIDE HAD SUGGESTED ONCE SENTENCE. THIS 
MEANT THAT EACH SIDE WAS TAKING INTO CONSIDERATION THE 
OTHER’S VIEWS. THUY SAID HE THOUGHT THAT WAS VERY 
REASONABLE. HE SAID HE COULD NOT UNDERSTAND WHY THE US 
SIDE COULD NOT AGREE TO THE WORDING FOR A MINUTE. HE 
SAID THIS CAUSED HIM TO WONDER WHETHER THE US WILL REALLY 
STOP THE BOMBING OR WHETHER IT JUST WANTED TO TALK HERE 
SO AS TO WASTE TIME. 
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'W^K: .14. WE ASKED THUY FOR CLARIFICATION OF HIS VIEWS. KE 

ANSWERED THAT WE HAD PROPOSED A PARAGRAPH WITH FOUR 
SENTENCES. THUY PROPOSED THAT WE DELETE SENTENCES TWO 
-.AND FOUR IN THE PARAGRAPH. WE ANSWERED THAT WE COULD 

NOT agree TO THE INCLUSION of the third sentence unless 

;ii?iX| : .f--:-:THE SECOND WAS ALSO INCLUDED. WE WOULD AGREE TO DROP THE 
• FOURTH SENTENCE IF THE FIRST THREE WERE RETAINED. THUY 
THEN OBJECTED TO THE WORD ’’INDICATED” BECAUSE IT DID NOT 
TRANSLATE SATISFACTORILY INTO VIETNAMESE. WE REPLIED 
THAT WE WOULD HAVE NO DIFFICULTY WITH THE WORDS 
•STATED" OR SAID", THUY THEN PROPOSED A BRIEF 
: imafctPWf 
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BREAK TO CONDULT VITH HIS COLLEAGUES. 


15. UPON RESUING, THUY PROPOSED THAT THE FOLLOWING 
LAGUAGE BE SUBSTITUTED FOR SENTECE TWO OF OUR PARAGRAPH 
ON PARTICIPATION: 

"THE DRV HAS SAID THAT THE PRESENCE OF THE SVN-NLF 
IS NECESSARY. THE US HAS SIAD THAT THE PRESENCE OF THE 
RVN IS NECESSARY." 
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16. WE SIAD WE HAD NO PROBLEM WITH CHANGING THE WORD 
"INDICATED" TO "SAID". HOWEVER, AS TO THE LAST PART, NAMELY 
THAT THE PRESENCE OF THE NLF AND GVN AR NECESSARY, THIS 
LANGUAGE DOES NOT ACCOMPLISH THE PROPOSE WHICH WE 
STED AND MAKES IT A DEMAND BY THE US FOR SOMETHING AND 
AND DEMAND BY THE DRV FOR SOMETHING. WE SHOULD STAE THE 
FACT THAT THE NLF WILL BE PRESENT AND THE GVN WILL BE 
PRESENT. THIS WAY NEITHER SIDE WILL BE MAKING A DEMAND. 

THUY AGREED ON THIS POINT AND RAD THE ENTIRE PARAGRAPH 
ON PARTICIPATION OVER AGAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

"ON THE BAIS OF OUR DISCUSSIONS, IT IS AGREED 
THAT A MEETING TO FIND A PEACEFUL SETTLEMENT TO THE VIET¬ 
NAM PROBLEM WILL BE HELD IN PARIS ON (DATE). THE DRV 
HAS SAID THT THE SVN-FLF WILL BE PRESEN THE US HAS 
SAID THAT THE RVN WILL BE PRESETN.ACCORDINGLY, THE MEETING 
WILL INCLUDE REPRESENTATIVES OF THE DRV, SVN-NLF, US AND RVN." 
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17. WE SAID WE AGREED; HOWEVER WE WOULD LIKE TO CHANGE * 
THE WORDER SO THAT EHE RVN WAS MENTION BEFORE THE US. 

AT OUR PREVIOUS MEETING THUY HAD SAID THAT THE ORDER DID 
NOT MAKE ANY DIFFERENCE TO THEM. THUY SID HE AGREED TO THIS 
THEY LAUGHED. 

18. THUY THEN RETURNED TO PARAGRAPH ON OF MINUTE. 

HE SID HE AGREED WITH OUR LANGUAGE EXCEPT THAT HE WANTED 
THE PHRASE "WITHOUT CONDITION" ADDED AFTER THE WORDS " WILL 
STOP". WE REPLIED THAT WE HAD NO AUTHORITY TO ADD ANYTHING 
TO THE TEXT WE HAD GIVEN THUY THIS MORNING, OTHER THAN 
THE DATE WHICH WE HAD ALRADY MENTION. IN OTHER WORDS, 

WE COULD ADD THE DATE OF OCTOBER 30 AT 1600 GMT PROVIDED 
THE DRV SIDE AGREED TO CONVENE A MEETING AT 
0930 GMT ON NOVEMBER 2. THUY REPLIED THAT IN OTHER WORDS 
THE DRV HAD AGREED TO A CONCESSION ON PARAGRAPH TWO IN 
ORDER TO SPEED THINGS UP, BUT, FOR THE US PART, 

IT WAS MAKING NO CONCESSIONS ON PARAGRAPH ONE. WE AGAIN 
POINTED OUT THAT IT WOULD BE THE US WHICH WILL BE TAKING 
THE FIRST TEP AND THIS IS VERY IMPORTANT. THUY REPLIED 
THAT THE CESSATION OF BOMBING WAS SOMETHING THAT 
SHOULD BE DONE AND THERE WAS NO REASON FOR THE MEETING TO 
BE HELD BEFORE THE CESSATION OF BOMBING. WE SAID THAT THE 
CESSATION OF BOMBING WOULD BE AN IMPORTANT ACTION. IT 
IS SOMETHING THE DRV HAS ASKED FOR FOR A LONG TIME AND 
WE WOULD BE ACCEDING TO IT, WE ARE NOT SAYING ANYTHING 
ABOUT CONDITIONS. THERE IS NO MENTION OF ANY CONDITIONS 
IN OUR STATEMENT. 
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19. THUYTHEN SUGGESTED THAT THE FOLLOWING TWO SENTENCES 
COULD BE ADDED TO OUR PROPOSAL: 


"THE US REPRESENTATIVES STATED THAT PRESIDENT JOHNSON 
IN HIS STATEMENTS RELATED TO THE CESSATION OF BOMBING WOUULD 
NOT MENTION THE WORD CONDITION. SO, THE REPRESENTATIVE 
OF THE DRV UNDERSTANDS THAT THE CESSATION OF THE BOMING 
IS MADE WITHOUT ANY CONDITION OF RECIPORCITY". 

20. WE SAID THAT THE SECOND SENTENCE CONFUSED 

THINGS EVEN MORE. THUY SAID THAT IT WAS A FACT AND 

THAT THROUGHOUT OUR DICUSSIONS WE HAVE BEEN SAYING THIS. 

WE TOLD THUY THAT THE LAST SENTENCE WAS COMPLETELY UNACCEPT¬ 
ABLE BUT, IF HE WOULD DROP IT, WE MIGHT BE PREPARED 
TO SUBMIT THE IDEA TO OUR GOVERNMENT OF CONSIDERATION. 

THUY PROPOSED THAT THE FIRST SENTENCE BE DLETED BUT 
INSISTED THAT THE SECOND BE RETAINED. THE FIRST SENTENCE 
HE SAID DEALT WITH THE US SIDE. THE SECOND CONCERNED 
THE DRV. WE SIAD IT WAS NOT THE DRV WHICH WAS STOPPING 
THE BOMING BUT THE US AND WE WOULD BE TAKING THE FIRST 
ACTION. WE REPEATED THAT WE MIGHT BE WILLING TO SUBMIT 
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FROM HARRIMAN AND VANCE 

SUBJECT: FULL REPORT -- 0CT0BER26 MEETING 


IN THE FIRST SENTENCE SUGGESTED ABOVE FOR CONSIDERATION 
IF THUY DROPPED THE SECOND. BUT IF THUY STARTS TALKING 
ABOUT HIS UNDERSTANDING, THEN WE MUST START TALKING ABOUT 
OURS. THUY SAID HE JUST WANTED TO ADD A SENTENCE TO THE 
EFFECT THAT THE CESSATION OF BOMBING IS WITHOUT RECIPROCITY 
OR WITHOU CONDITION. WE COULD CHOOSE WHICHEVER WORD 
WE WANTED BUT IT MUST BE ONE OR THE OTHER. WE SAID THAT 
THUY’S PROPOSAL WAS CONDUSING AND IT WAS NOT 
DIFFERENT FROM HIS PROPOSAL TO INSERT THE TERM "WITHOUT 
CONDITION" AFTER "WILL STOP". THUY SIAD IF 
WE DID NOT AGREE TO THIS IT SHOWED THAT WE WERE NOT FAIR 
AND THAT WE ONLY WANTED THINGS ADVANTAGEOUS TO US. HE 
SAID THAT NEGOTIATION THIS WAY IS NOT THE WAY TO FIND AN 
AGREEMENT AND THE PROBLEM WILLNEVER BE SETTLED. THUY 
REPEATED HIS CONTENTION THAT HE HAD MADE THE 
CONCESATION OF PARAGRAPH TWO BY ACCEPTING LANGUAGE PROPOSED 
BY US AND YET WE WERE NOT MAKING ANY CONCESSION REGARDING 
PARAGRAPH ONE. 


22. WE SAID WE WERE NOT INTERESTED IN AN ARGUMENT ABOUT 
WHO HAD MADE MORE CONCESSIONS OVER THE PERIOD OF MONTHS 
THAT WE HAD BEEN HOLDING TALKS. THE QUESTION WAS WHETHER 
OR NOT THE DRV SIDE WANTED A MINUTE AND THE WAY WE HAD OUTLINED 
IT OR WHETHER THEY WANTED TO BOKNDDON THE MINUTE. THUY ASKED 
IF WE MEANT THAT WE DID NOT WANT TO DISCUSS IT ANY FURTHER. 

WE SAID THAT WE WERE PREPARED TO CONTINUE DISCUSS THINGS WITH HIM 
BUT WE FORESAW NO NEW POINTS EMERGING. 

WE WERE WILLING TO TALK. BUT WE HAD MADE ANOTHER 
PROPOSAL AND THAT IS NOT TO HAVE A MINUTE AND LET ACTIONS 
SPEAK FOR THEMSELVES. THUY SAID THAT HE COULD NOT AGREE 
TO THIS ANDUSKED IF THERE WERE ANY OTHER POINTS TO DISCUSS. 
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!23. WE SAID THE OUTSTANDING ISSUES WERE THE QUEWTION OF 
j WORDING PARAGRAPH ONE AND THAT IF TIMING. THUY SAID THAT 
' IF WE WERE NOT AGREED ON PARAGRAPH ONE IT WAS NOT POSSIBLE 
!/X0 AGREE ON TIMING. WE ASKED IF IT WAS POSSIBLE TO GET 
i THE TIMING ISSUE OUT OF THE WAY. THUY SAID HE WAS WILLING 
JTO DISCUSS THE TIMING QUESTION BUT ONLY AS A SUPPOSITION. - 

*. ‘ <'V • I 

24. WE SAID WE HAD ALREADY PROPOSED A SPECIFIC TIME AND 
DATE FOR BOTH THE CESSATION OF BOMBING AND THE FIRST MEETING. 
THUY SAID THAT IF WE COULD AGREE ON HIS PROPOSAL THEN 
..'V 7 THERE COULD BE DISCUSSION OF TIMING. HE WAS, HOWEVER, 

: PREPARED TO DISCUSS THE TIVING QUESTION BUT ONLY FOR THE 
■ v'/v" / PURPOSE OF EXCHANGEIN VIEW. THE US MAKES 

•r.A- /-. THE SPECIFIC PROPOSAL THAT A MEETING BE HELD ON NOVEPBER 

'X-V / 2 AND THE BOMBING STOP ON OCTOBER 30. THIS THUY SAID 

. ■-< / IS IMPOSSIBLE BECAUSE AS HE HAD SAID THE LAST TIME THE 

/ NLF IS DEMANDING TEN DAYS WHILE THE US SAYS TWO OR THREE 

i DAY. THUY HAD PROPOSED THAT THIS BE DICUSSED SO THAT 
WE COULD CME TO A REASONABLE POSITION. BUT, THUY SAID, 

THE US HAD NOT CHANGED ITS VIEWS. 
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! ; 25. WE REPLIED THAT WE HAD PREVIOUSLY SAID TWO OR 
! : THREE DAYS AND NOW WE EXPLICITLY SAID THREE, 

; MAKING IT CONCRETE. THUY SAID THAT THE LAST TIME WE HAD 

; SAID TWO OR THREE DAYS THE DRV HAD SAID TEN NOW HE 

/ PORPOSED EIGHT DAYS AND ASKED THAT WE MAKE A COUNTER 

I PROPOSAL SO THAT VtCOULD RACH SOME AGREEMENT. WE 

SAID THAT AT THE LAST MEETING THEY PROPOSED STOPPING 
THE BOMBING ON OCTOBER 26 AND A MEETING ON NOVEMBER 2. 

THAT WAS LESS THAN TEN DAYS. THUY REPLIED THAT HE HAD 
MENTIONED THAT AS AN EXAMPLE AND NOT AS A CONCRETE PROPOSAL. 
WE SAID THAT WHILE THUY’S STATEMENT OF THE OTHER DAY 
MIGHT HAVE BEEN POSED AS AN EXAMPLE SO IT WAS AGAIN AN 
EXAMPLE TODAY. TODAY THUY'S SUPPOSITION WAS EIGHT DAYS 
AND THE OTHER DAY IT WAS SEVEN DAY. THUY REPLIED THAT WE 
HAD NOT CHANGED OUR POSITION EITHER, IT REMAINED TWO OR 
THREE DAY. WE SAID WE HAD MADE OUR POSITION CONCRETE. 

THUY THEN SAID HE WOULD MAKE HIS PROPOSAL OF EIGHT 
DAYS A CONCRETE CONE. 

26. WE SA f fr ga THUY WHERE WE SHOULD GO FROM HERE. HE SAID 
IT WAS UP TO US TO SPEAK NEXT. WE SAID WE COULD NOT. WE 
SAID THAT SPEAKING SERJflOULSY TftfS WAS NOT A QUESTION TO BE 

VIEWED FROM THE STANDPOINT OF TRADING BETWEEN US BUT A 

-1 . . ; .t 
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Ql^TION OF REALITIES WHICH WE MUST FACE. WE HAD TOLD : 

*^mW' THUY PREVIOULSY THAT RIGHTLY OR WRONGLY WE HAD BEEN 

IMPRESSED BY WHAT THUY HAD SAID ABOUT MEETING THE NEXT •.*’• 

■ 00MW : ' ^AY. THIS WAS NOT A QUESTION OF TRADING 

i«fW-. ^ EW H0URS BUT A QUESTION OF REALITIES. WE HAVE GIVEN 

THUY SPECIFIC DATES TAKING INTO ACCOUNT THE REALITIES 
INVOLVED. WE WILL 6&S NOT CHANGE THIS. 

~ ■’•'C' . . *\ i '•J r * V IlVl 

■ T vV'>'j -'s : : v £.t • •• 

- 27. THUY SAID HE COULD NOT UNDERSTAND OUR POSITION. WE 
SAIS THERE ARE SERIOUS CONSIDERATIONS INVOLVED. OUR 
: GOVERNMENT WAS DISAPPOINTED WHEN IT TURNED OUT THAT THE 

: , '• DRV WAS NOT READY TO HOLD SERIOUS TALKS THE DAY IMMEDIATE 

FOLLOWING THE CESSATION OF BOMBING. NOW, ON THE BASIS 
OF what WE HVE REPORTED TO BE THE DRV'S POINT OF VIEW 

f ‘' OUR GOVERNMENT HAS DICIDED ON THREE DAYS. WE HOPE THAT THE 
•;! DRV WILL ACCEPT. ' 

ii • ’• ,: 

4 ?8. THUY SIAD THAT HE HAD TOLD US THE OTHER DAY THAT 
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i 

DELTO 882 

THE DRV HAS BEEN STANDING UP TO US BOMBARDMENT FOR MORE 
THAN THREE YEARS AND IT HAS BEEN TALKING WITH US. FOR FIVE 
MONTHS IN PARIS. THEREFORE IF THE DATE OF THE BOfBING 
CESSATION IS DELAYED A FEW MORE DAYS IT IS OF NO IMPORTANCE 
TO THE DRV. EVEN IF IT IS DELAYED A MONTH IT IS NOT 
IMPORTANT. THUY HAD ALSO SAID THAT IF THERE WAS NO 
AGREEMENT ON PARA ONE OF THE MINUTE HE COULD NOT TALK 
ABOUT THE DATE OF A MEETING. NOW EVEN THOUGH THIS HAD 
NOT BEEN AGREED UPON HE HAD ACCEPTED DISCUSSING THE 
QUESTION OF TIMING. THIS, HE SAID, SHOWED THAT THE DRV 
ACCEPTS THE REALITIES OF THE SITUATION AND IT MEANS THAT 
THE PRESENT NEGOTIATIONS SHOULD INVOLVE CONCESSIONS ON 
BOTH SIDES. 

29. THUY SAID HE WANTED TO MAKE THE FOLLOWING CONCRETE 
PROPOSAL: THE US STOPS THE BOMBING ON OCTOBER 27 AND 
THE MEETING WILL BE HELD ON NOVEMBER 2. THUS REDUCING THE 
TIME INTERVAL TO ONLY FIVE DAYS. WE SAID IT WAS SIX DAYS. 

THUY REPLIED THAT WE HAD TO TAKE INTO ACCOUNT TIME 
DIFFERENCES WITH HANOI. WE SUGGESTED THAT WE STICK TO 
GMT. THUY THEN SUGGESTED THAT THE BOfBING BE STOPPED 
AT 0001 HOURS GMT OCTOBER 27. WE SAID THAT WAS IMPOSSIBLE 
POINTING OUT THAT THAT WAS TONIGHT. THUY THEN ASKED 
WHAT WAS CONVENIENT FOR US. WE SAID WE HAD TOLD HIM 
THAT IT WOULD TAKE ONE OR TWO DAYS AFTER THE ISSUANCE 
OF THE ORDER TO ACTUALLY STOP THE BOMBING. THUY ASKED IF 
THIS MEANT THAT WE WERE THEREFORE MAINTAINING OUR POS¬ 
ITION. VE SAID WE WERE, BUT WE WANTED TO GET HIS PROPOSAL CLEARLY 
SO THAT WE COULD REPORT IT. BUT THERE WAS NO POINT IN 
REPORTING A PHYSICALLY IMPOSSIBLE SUGGESTION. 
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ON PARA 2 AND DISAGREED ON PARA t. THUY REPLIED THAT IF 
•■" NOT AGREE ON PARA 1, THIS WOULD AFFECT PARA 2. 

<AT THUY WAS SAYING THAT AGREEMENT ON PARAGRAPH 2 IS 
) AGREEMENT ON PARAGRAPH ONE. HE REPLIED AFFIRMATIVELY, 

kT THE TWO POT NTS WERE RELATED. 
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UN r An A Z AND DISAGREED ON PARA I. THUY REPLIED Tl 

WE COULD NOT AGREE ON PARA 1, THIS WOULD AFFECT Pi 
WE SAID THAT THUY WAS SAYING THAT AGREEMENT ON PAI 
SUBJECT TO AGREEMENT ON PARAGRAPH ONE. HE REPLIED 
SAYING THAT THE TWO POINTS WERE RELATED. 

r 

34. RETURNING TO THE QUESTION OF TIMING, WE SAID TO 
THUY THAT IF IT WAS POSSIBLE TO TELL HIM TOMORROW THAT THE 
BOMBING WOULD STOP ON OCTOBER 30, THEN THE NLF COULD START ON 

E DRV SIDE HAS PLENTLY 
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THUY THAT IF IT WAS POSSIBLE TO AC.JLU nxri ivriunnvw ahhi 
BOMBING WOULD STOP ON OCTOBER 30, THEN THE NLF COULD STh 
THEIR WAY TO PARIS TOMORROW AND THUS THE DRV SIDE HAS PL 
OF TIME TO GET THE NLF HERE. THUY REPEATED HIS POSITION 
THAT THE BOMBING CESSATION COULD TAKE PLACE ANY TIME ON 
OCTOBER 27, AND THE MEETING COULD TAKE PLACE ON NOVEMBER 
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FROM HARRIMAN AND VANCE 


SUBJECT t FULL REP0RT--0CT0BER 26 MEETI 
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WOULD^STOP^WE^COULD sfE C °!!o D RlASO» |rORMEB I0M ° RR ° W IHAT IKE B0 ® 1Na 

WHY THE NLF COULD NOT GET ON ITS WAY THY ANQurorn tuat 
NEGOTTattnp N ° £ 0 NCES SI0 NS, AND THI^WAsTnOT TwAY OF^ 

DRV K CONCbLed. ° DIFFERENCE * s ™ *S IKE 


®f/|l*DE S IOMORRoS 0 IHAT N THE C BOMBX»G"wOULD’siOp W ON C ° ULD IEa 

OCTOBER J0, THE NLF COULD NOT GET ON ITS WM IMOTAIELV. 


36. WE SAID WE DID NOT SEE WHY THE NLF rnm n unr urn/r 

srJrSss?" 

NOT START N nH T T?c E A !f Y G00D REAS0N MY THE NLF COULD 
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37. WE SAID WE WANTED TO COME TO AN AGREEMENT rut tuat 
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38 . WE SAID THAT WE REGRETTED THAT THUY DID NOT RECOGNIZE 
THAT OUR GOVERNMENT HAD MOVED FAR IN THE DR VS DIRECTION, 
AND DRV WAS NOT READY TO CONCEDE ON ANY MAJOR POINT. WE 


:;--vV^r.-{ ANU UKV WAS NU1 KE.AUT 1U UUlWtUC. UN Am HHtlvn rvini • wc. 

i WOULD BE LESS THAN FRANK IF WE DID NOT SAY THAT WE WERE 
# ■> urov atcaddat tiTrn by TnnAV*« mfitttmr . thiiy AN^wPRFn tha 


^•• v : r • VERY DISAPPOINTED BY TODAY’S MEETING. THUY ANSWERED THAT 

: \ PUBLIC OPINION HAS BEEN DISAPPOINTED DURING THE LAST FEW ’ 
DAYS. THUY SAID THAT IT WAS BECAUSE OF THE DRV’S REAL 
DESIRE FOR SETTLEMENT THA T IT HAS DISC USED ANY OF OUR 
■t'MCXK-l PROPOSALS, BUT IT SEEMS THAT WE ONLY WANT ^ THE DRV TO MAKE 

CONCESSIONS AND IF A PEACEFUL SETTLEMENT CANNOT BE REACHED, ' 
IT WILL BE THE RESPbNSIBILITY OF THE US. 


4 , X » ** J , ; • * - •«. -* 
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39 . WE SAID WE DID NOT WNAT TO ARGUE. WE AGREED TO REPORT 
EACH OTHER’S VIEWS TO OUR GOVERNMENTS AND ADJOURNED. 

HARR IMAN 
BT "■ 
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